Response

DUNNING-DAVIES'S ALARM IS MISPLACED.WE
have certainly not claimed proof of the existence of black holes on the basis of our research. In fact, our research is motivated in part by the desire to find the strongest possible evidence of the existence of black holes. We are well aware that current efforts fall short of excluding all possible alternatives to the black hole hypothesis for Sagittarius A*. Demonstration of the black hole mass-radius relation would be compelling evidence, for instance. Our recent limit on the size of the radio-emitting region of Sgr A* combined with astrometric measurements showing that Sgr A* is virtually motionless with respect to the Galaxy (1) provide the tightest constraint yet on the mass density of a black hole system. Yet this limit is about five orders of magnitude less than the canonical black hole mass density. Future imaging and astrometric experiments will narrow this gap substantially in the coming decades. Nevertheless, the current density limit is sufficient to eliminate all existing alternative models on the grounds that clusters of particles or compact objects such as strange stars would evaporate on time scales much, much less than the age of the Galaxy (2).
Evidence for or against black holes, of course, can be obtained on the basis of studying the numerous other properties determined by the space-time metric in their vicinity (3) . Ultimately, we hope to achieve a resolution of only a few Schwarzschild radii through submillimeter very long baseline interferometry. With such an experiment, we expect to see the effects of the black hole's mass and spin on radiation emitted at small radii (4). Arantes-Oliveira et al. also note the health of their long-lived worms. We observed that worms grown in axenic medium appear more vigorous than their monoxenically grown counterparts and that these worms exhibit an increase in metabolic rate (2), counter to the idea that a reduction of the metabolic rate is associated with a longer life-span. Moreover, both caloric restriction and reduced Ins/IGF-1 signaling increase the resistance to heat and oxidative stressors (1), and calorically restricted mice are less prone to age-related diseases. Thus, the life of worms can be extended without diminishing health. These results might be important for human aging as well, because both caloric restriction and cell signaling have been shown to regulate the aging rate in organisms ranging from yeast to mammals. (4) . Hence, the results in (1), (3), and (4) are in general agreement (given model and measurement errors and variations in model implementation between the various studies) for the higher performance models. Very importantly, however, all the studies find systematic model-observation discrepancies.
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In our view, the true disagreement in the few cases studied is on the interpretation of the model-measurement differences. Li et al. and Ackerman et al. (4) appear to conclude that cloud absorptance can be calculated adequately, whereas Valero et al. (1) and O'Hirok and Gautier (3) conclude that model-measurement differences, even if within error bars, are important because of their systematic character; models consistently underpredict and never overpredict the value. The source (experimental or modeling) of such a bias is of major concern because these results are fundamental for both climate and remote sensing applications.
Response
THE PURPOSE OF OUR LETTER WAS TO REFUTE
a misimpression left by a news article by Richard A. Kerr: that atmospheric radiation models have become a lot more absorbing as a result of the claim of enhanced cloud absorption in 1995. In fact, the best models are not much more absorbing now than in 1995, and their extra absorption is due to gases and aerosols and a better treatment of surface albedo, not clouds. What is true about models is that many climate-model radiation packages were too transparent (1); this was brought to the community's attention by a few studies comparing modeled and observed solar energy disposition (2-4) that were published in 1995, independently of the enhanced cloud absorption controversy.
Our discussion of Valero's work was a side issue not directly related to this main point about whether models have really changed radically or not and the main factors driving the changes. The conclusion of his study seems to be rather mixed. If we misinterpreted his results, we apologize. We are not denying that there may still be a bias between models and measurements, nor are we denying the reality of disagreements that existed in 1990 as summarized by (5) . We are merely saying that the general increases in atmospheric absorption in Global Climate Models since 1995 have been attributed much more to the treatment of clear-sky solar radiative transfer processes than to the cloud absorption. In spite of the substantial progress in observational technology since 1995, spurred by the controversy, we are still not at the point where the bias can be unambiguously separated from possible measurement error. More field campaigns with even better technology are necessary to nail down the remaining much smaller bias.
CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS
News of the Week: "Lab fails to reproduce protein's appetite-suppressing effects" by T. Gura (9 July, p. 158). The article stated that "leptin failed as a drug." Amgen of Thousand Oaks, California, which has an exclusive license from Rockefeller University to develop leptin, reports that it has discontinued commercial studies of leptin for obesity, but is supporting research on its possible use in therapy for general lipodystrophy.
News of the Week: "Report accuses Bush Administration, again, of 'politicizing' science" by A. Lawler and J. Kaiser (16 July, p. 323). The article incorrectly characterized a statement by Janet Rowley regarding her White House interview before being appointed to the President's Council on Bioethics. Rowley did not contact the council chair, Leon Kass, after being questioned about her support for President Bush and his policies. 
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